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DETAILED ACTION 
Specification 

1 . The disclosure is objected to because the current status of the related application 
(Continuation-ln-Part of U. S. Application No. 10/782, 368, now abandoned) should be 
updated. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

2. Claims 1, 12-13, 26, 28, 35-36 and 46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
being anticipated by Budovich et al. (U. S. Patent No. 6, 023, 169). 

Referring to claims 1 and 46, Budovich discloses (in Figures 1 and 2): 

an electron source/means (6, 120) for generating electrons; 

a collector electrode/means (9, 109) for collecting ions formed by the impact 
between the electrons and gas molecules; and 

an electron window/means (4, 104) which isolates the electron source from the 
gas molecules. 

Referring to claim 26, Budovich discloses the steps of: 

producing electrons at an electron source(6, 120); 

transmitting the electrons through an electron window (4, 104), the electron 
window isolating the electron source from the gas molecules; and 



Application/Control Number: 10/799,446 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2858 

collecting ions formed by impact between the electrons and the gas molecules 
and atoms on a collector electrode(9, 109). 

Referring to claims 12-13 and 35-36, Budovich discloses stabilizing the sensitivity 
using a shield (chamber 1, 101 in Figures 1-2) defining a shielded volume, the shield 
being at least partially open to permit transfer of the gas molecules into the shielded 
volume so potentials external to the shield do not disturb the electric charge distribution 
within the shielded volume, and where the shielded volume houses the electron source 
(6, 120), the collector electrode (9, 109), and the electron window (4, 104). 

Referring to claim 28, Budovich discloses using an acceleration electrode (27 or 
1 18 in Figures 1 and 2), accelerating the electrons to an energy, which allows the 
electrons 1 to be transmitted through the electron window (4, 104). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
thelprior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1, 18, 24, 26, 40 and 45-46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Frees et al. (U. S. Patent No. 6, 468, 814), in view of Budovich et al. 
(U.S. Patent No. 6, 023,169). 
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Referring to claims 1 and 46, Frees discloses (in Figure 2) an ionization gauge, 
comprising: 

an electron source/means (66) for generating electrons; 

a collector electrode/means (78) for collecting ions formed by the impact between 
the electrons and gas molecules. 

Frees does not specifically disclose an electron window/means for isolating the 
electron source from the gas molecules. Budovich discloses an electron window/means 
(partition 4, 104 in Figures 1-2), which isolates the electron source from the gas 
molecules. It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to modify Frees to use an electron window/means, as taught by 
Budovich, for isolating the electron source from the gas molecules, so as to eliminate 
contamination of the active surface of the electron source by molecules of the gas to be 
analyzed (Budovich reference, column 1, lines 35-55). 

Referring to claim 26, it is the method claim corresponding to the rejected 
apparatus claims (claim 1, 46). It is rejected for the same reasons as stated above for 
the rejection of the apparatus claims. 

Referring to claims 24 and 45, Frees discloses a mass filter (74 in Figure 2) for 
separating the ions based on mass-to-charge ratio (column 6, lines 26-40). 

Referring to claims 18 and 40, Frees discloses a residual gas analyzer (column 
6, lines 26-27) for determining a gas type. 
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4. Claims 1, 12-17, 19-23, 25-29, 35-39, 41-44 and 46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Bills et al. (U. S. Patent No. 5, 422, 573), in view of 
Budovich et al. (U. S. Patent No. 6, 023, 169). 

Referring to claims 1 and 46, Bills discloses an ionization gauge (in claim 1), 
comprising: 

an electron source/means (source of electron, column 20, line 42) for generating 
electrons; 

a collector electrode/means (collector, column 20, line 44) for collecting ions 
formed by the impact between the electrons and gas molecules. 

Bills does not specifically disclose an electron window/means for isolating the 
electron source from the gas molecules. Budovich discloses an electron window/means 
(partition 4, 104 in Figures 1-2), which isolates the electron source from the gas 
molecules. It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to modify Bills to use an electron window/means for isolating the 
electron source from the gas molecules, as taught by Budovich, so as to eliminate 
contamination of the active surface of the electron source by molecules of the gas to be 
analyzed. (Budovich reference, column 1, lines 35-55) 

Referring to claim 26, it is the method claim corresponding to the rejected 
apparatus claims (claim 1 , 46). It is rejected for the same reasons as stated above for 
the rejection of the apparatus claims. 

Referring to claims 28-29, Budovich discloses using an acceleration electrode 
(27 or 1 18 in Figures 1 and 2) for accelerating the electrons to an energy, which allows 
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the electrons to be transmitted through the electron window (4, 104). Budovich does not 
disclose using a plurality of acceleration electrodes. A person of ordinary skill in the art 
would find it obvious to further modify Bills to use a plurality of acceleration electrodes, 
since it has been held that mere duplication of the essential working parts of a device 
involves only routine skill in the art. See St Regis Paper Co. v. Bemis Co., 193 USPQ 8. 

Referring to claims 12-13 and 35-36, Bills discloses the ionization gauge/method 
of claims 1 and 26, further comprising stabilizing the sensitivity using a shield (shield 
means, column 20, lines 47-60) defining a shielded volume, the shield being at least 
partially open to permit transfer of the gas molecules into the shielded volume so 
potentials external to the shield do not disturb the electric charge distribution within the 
shielded volume, and where the shielded volume houses the electron source, the 
collector electrode, and the electron window. 

Referring to claims 14-15 and 37-38, Bills discloses the ionization gauge of 
claims 12 and 35, where the shield is maintained at a reference potential (see claim 10), 
and the reference potential is ground potential (see claim 11). 

Referring to claims 16-17 and 39, Bills discloses a pressure gauge/ Bayard- 
Alpert type gauge (see claim 12) for measuring pressure. 

Referring to claims 19, 20, 22, 41 and 43, Bills discloses the ionization gauge of 
claim 1, further comprising an anode defining an anode volume (column 20, line 43) 
which retains the electrons in a region of the anode, where the collector electrode is 
within the anode volume (claim 2) or outside the anode volume (claim 3). 
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Referring to claims 21, 23, 25, 27, 42 and 44, Bills discloses using a collector 
electrode within/outside the anode volume (claims 2-3) and using an electron source. 
Bills does not specifically disclose using a plurality of collector electrodes within/outside 
the anode volume and using a plurality of electron sources. A person of ordinary skill in 
the art would find it obvious to modify Bills to use a plurality of collector electrodes 
within/outside the anode volume and a plurality of electron sources, since it has been 
held that mere duplication of the essential working parts of a device involves only 
routine skill in the art. See St Regis Paper Co. v. Bemis Co., 193 USPQ 8. 

5. Claim 30 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Budovich et al. (U. S. Patent No. 6, 023, 169). 

Referring to claim 30, Budovich discloses the acceleration electrode is 
maintained at an electric potential so that the potential difference between the electron 
source and the acceleration electrode is at a range of 18-25kV (column 3, lines 47-51). 
Budovich does not specifically disclose that the range is of 100 V to 10 KV. A person of 
ordinary skill in the art would find it obvious to modify Budovich to maintain the electric 
potential difference at a range of 100 V to 10 KV, since it has been held that where the 
general conditions of a claim are disclosed in the prior art, discovering the optimum or 
workable ranges involves only routine skill in the art. In re Alter, 220 F. 2d 454, 456, 105 
USPQ 233, 235 (CCPA 1955). 
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6. Claims 2-6, 8-1 1 and 31-34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Budovich et al. (U. S. Patent No. 6, 023, 169), in view of Bills (U. S. 
Patent No. 5, 128,617). 

Referring to claims 2 and 31, Budovich discloses an acceleration electrode (27 or 
121 and 1 18 in Figures 1-2) between the electron source and the electron window to 
accelerate the electron to an energy which allows the electrons to be transmitted 
through the electron window. Budovich does not specifically disclose a deceleration 
electrode between the electron window and the collector electrode to decelerate the 
electrons. Bills discloses a deceleration electrode (18", column 10, lines 54-61). A 
person of ordinary skill in the art would find it obvious at the time of the invention to 
modify Budovich to use acceleration electrode, as taught by Bills, for the purpose of 
reducing soft X-rays and X-rays limit, which would lead to extraneous photo-electron 
current that adds to the ion current in the collector (column 1, lines 33-39; column 10, 
lines 54-61). 

Referring to claim 3, Budovich discloses a plurality of acceleration electrodes 
(121 and 118 in Figure 2). 

Referring to claims 4 and 32, Budovich in view of Bills discloses a deceleration 
electrode. Budovich in view of Bills do not disclose a plurality of deceleration electrodes. 
A person of ordinary skill in the art would find it obvious to further modify Budovich to 
use a plurality of deceleration electrodes, since it has been held that mere duplication of 
the essential working parts of a device involves only routine skill in the art. See St Regis 
Paper Co. v. Bemis Co., 193 USPQ 8. 
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Referring to claims 5-6, Budovich in view of Bills discloses (Bills reference, see 
Figure 8) an anode (14) defining an anode volume, the anode surrounding the collector 
electrode (16). Budovich in view of Bills do not specifically disclose that the collector 
electrode includes a plurality of collector electrodes. A person of ordinary skill in the art 
would find it obvious to use a plurality of collector electrodes, since it has been held that 
mere duplication of the essential working parts of a device involves only routine skill in 
the art. See St Regis Paper Co. v. Bemis Co., 193 USPQ 8. 

Referring to claim 8, Budovich in view of Bills discloses the ionization gauge of 
claim 2, where the acceleration electrode is maintained at an electric potential so that 
the potential difference between the electron source and the acceleration electrode is at 
a range of 18-25kV (Budovich reference, column 3, lines 47-51). Budovich in view of 
Bills does not specifically disclose that the range is of 100 V to 10 KV. A person of 
ordinary skill in the art would find it obvious at the time of the invention to further modify 
Budovich to maintain the electric potential difference at a range of 100 V to 10 KV, since 
it has been held that where the general conditions of a claim are disclosed in the prior 
art, discovering the optimum or workable ranges involves only routine skill in the art. In 
re Allen 220 F. 2d 454, 456, 105 USPQ 233, 235 (CCPA 1955). 

Referring to claims 9 and 33, Budovich in view of Bills discloses the deceleration 
electrode is maintained at an electric potential (few volts positive with respect to the 
cathode, see Bills reference, column 10, lines 56-57) so that the potential difference 
between the electron window and the deceleration electrode is at a range of 0 V to 10 
KV. 
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Referring to claims 10-1 1 and 34, Budovich in view of Bills disclose a collector 
electrode. Budovich in view of Bills do not disclose a plurality of outside collector 
electrode between the electron window and the deceleration electrode. A person of 
ordinary skill in the art would find it obvious at the time of the invention to further modify 
Budovich to use additional collector electrodes between the electron window and the 
deceleration electrode for collecting ions there, since it has been held that mere 
duplication of the essential working parts (collector electrode) of a device involves only 
routine skill in the art. See St Regis Paper Co. v. Bemis Co., 1 93 USPQ 8. 

7. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Budovich 
et al. (U. S. Patent No. 6, 023, 169) in view of Bills (U. S. Patent No. 5, 128,617), and 
further in view of Frees et al. (U. S. Patent No. 6, 468, 814). 

Referring to claim 7, Budovich in view of Bills disclose the ionization gauge of 
claim. Budovich in view of Bills do not specifically disclose a mass filter between the 
deceleration electrode and the collector electrode. Frees discloses a mass filter (74 in 
Figure 2)\ A person of ordinary skill in the art would find it obvious at the time of the 
invention to further modify Budovich in view of Bills to use a mass filter, as taught by 
Frees, for- separating ions based on mass-to-charge ratio, so as to analyze the gas type 
(column 6, lines 26-40). 



Conclusion 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Amy He whose telephone number is (571) 272-2230. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30am-5pm. 



supervisor, Eddie Lefkowitz can be reached on 571-272-2180. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
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